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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 -9 and 32-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Iwata et al. (U.S. 5,846,695) in view of Honda et al. (U.S. 5,798,323). 

In reference to claims 1-7, 32-37, 40-42 and 45-47, Iwata et al. teach a 
composition for removal of etch residues from a semiconductor integrated circuit 
surface using copper materials which comprises a 0.01 percent by weight to 20 percent 
by weight of a choline hydroxide, and water (column 1 , line 38 - column 4, line 25). 
Also, Iwata et al. discloses advantages of using a sugar or a sugar alcohol and 
disadvantages of omitting them from the composition. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to omit the sugar or 
sugar alcohol from the composition with the expectation of disadvantages, since Iwata 
et al. do not teach that the invention would not be inoperable. Although not taught as a 
preferred embodiment, Iwata et al. teach this embodiment nonetheless, and disclosed 
examples and preferred embodiments do not constitute a teaching away from a broader 
disclosure or nonpreferred embodiments. In re Susi, 169 USPQ 423 (CCPA 1971). "A 
known or obvious composition does not become patentable simply because it has been 
described as somewhat inferior to some other product for the same use." In re Gurley, 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/007, 1 34 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2823 

31 USPQ2d 1 130, 1 132 (Fed. Cir. 1994). A reference may be relied upon for all that it 
would have reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill the art, including 
nonpreferred embodiments. Merck & Co. v. Biocraft Laboratories, 874 F.2d 804, 10 
USPQ2d 1843 (Fed. Cir.), cert, denied, 493 U.S. 975 (1989). Even a teaching away 
from a claimed invention does not render the invention patentable. See Celeritas 
Technologies Ltd. v. Rockwell International Corp., 150 F.3d 1354, 1361, 47 USPQ2d 
1516, 1522-23 (Fed. Cir. 1998), where the court held that the prior art anticipated the 
claims even though it taught away from the claimed invention. "The fact that a modem 
with a single carrier data signal is shown to be less than optimal does not vitiate the fact 
that it is disclosed." To further clarify, a prior art opinion that a claimed invention is not 
preferred for a particular limited purpose, does not preclude utility of the invention for 
that or another purpose, or even preferability of the invention for another purpose. 

Iwata et al. fail to teach that the organic compound comprises an organic solvent 
comprising dimethyl sulfoxide or propylene glycol. However, Honda et al. teach a 
cleaning composition for removal of etch residues in a semiconductor integrated circuit 
surface including an organic solvent, comprising dimethyl sulfoxide or propylene glycol 
at a concentration from about 5 percent to about 50 percent by weight of the organic 
solvent (column 4, line 40 - column 5, line 65). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
references of Iwata et al. and Honda et al. to include an organic solvent as taught by 
Honda et al. in the composition of Iwata et al., and furthermore, since it would allow the 
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removal of photoresist residues form the semiconductor surface (column 5, lines 24 - 
32). 

The combined teachings of Iwata et al. and Honda et al., fail to expressly teach 
wherein the composition comprises from greater than 20 percent by weight to about 50 
percent by weight of choline hydroxide. However, a prima facie case of obviousness 
exists where the claimed ranges and prior art ranges do not overlap but are close 
enough that one skilled in the art would have expected them to have the same 
properties. Titanium Metals Corp. of America v. Banner, 778 F.2d 775, 227 USPQ 773 
(Fed. Cir. 1985). See MPEP 2144.05. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use the concentration 
ranges as disclosed by Iwata et al. to obtain the same properties as those properties 
obtained by using the concentration ranges of the claimed invention. 

The combined teachings of Iwata et al. and Honda et al. fail to teach wherein the 
composition comprises 20 percent by weight to about 80 percent by weight of the 
organic solvent. However, in the case where the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside 
ranges disclosed by the prior art" a prima facie case of obviousness exists. See MPEP 
2144.05. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use the concentration ranges disclosed by Honda et al. 
to arrive to the claimed invention. 

The combined teachings of Iwata et al. and Honda et al. fail to expressly disclose 
wherein the composition comprises from about 10 percent by weight to about 80 
percent by weight of water. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
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skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use the above-mentioned water 
concentration to arrive at the claimed invention since the selection of the claimed 
concentration range is obvious because it is a matter of determining optimum process 
condition by routine experimentation with a limited number of species to obtain a 
desired composition. 

In reference to claims 8, 38 and 48, the combined teachings of Iwata et al. and 
Honda et al. teach wherein the composition additionally comprises hydroxylamine 
(Iwata et al., column 3, lines 47 - 64). 

In reference to claims 9, 39, 44 and 49, the combined teachings of Iwata et al. 
and Honda et al. teach wherein the composition comprises about 1 percent by weight to 
about 80 percent of the hydroxylamine (Iwata et al., column 4, lines 4 - 9); and wherein 
the composition additionally comprises 0.1 to 4 percent by weight of a corrosion inhibitor 
(Honda et al., column 5, lines 24 - 65). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one or 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include a corrosion 
inhibitor as taught by Honda et al. in the composition of Iwata et al., and furthermore 
since it would prevent corrosion of surfaces (e.g., metal surfaces) without reduction of 
cleaning rate of the composition (Honda et al., column 5,lines 46 - 58). 

The combined teachings of Iwata et al. and Honda et al. fail to teach wherein the 
composition comprises 2 to about 12 percent by weight of the hydroxylamine; and 
wherein the composition comprises 0.5 to about 5 percent by weight of the corrosion 
inhibitor. However, in the case where the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges 
disclosed by the prior art" a prima facie case of obviousness exists. See MPEP 
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2144.05. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use the concentration ranges disclosed by Honda et al. 
to arrive to the claimed invention. 

Response to Arguments 
3. Applicant's arguments filed 04/26/2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicants argue, "... Honda explicitly teaches away from the use of quaternary 
ammonium hydroxide (e.g., TMAH) because of particular disadvantages associated with 
such use and teaches not to use any quaternary ammonium hydroxide compound due 
to these disadvantages. More specifically, Honda discloses that compositions 
containing tetramethylammonium hydroxide (TMAH), a quaternary ammonium 
hydroxide, attack aluminum, thereby etching away an aluminum oxide residue (column 
1 , lines 63-65)...". In response to this argument Honda et al. teach "... Several different 
chemistries have been identified for removing the post-etch residues, particularly the 
metal oxide type. For example, alkaline aqueous developers such as those containing 
tetramethylammonium hydroxide (TMAH) are known to attack aluminum. Thus, an 
aluminum oxide residue can be etched away with TMAH. However, other types of the 
post-etch residues associated with multi-metal systems such as Al/Si/Cu cannot be so 
easily removed with TMAH. TMAH also is ineffective on residues from polysilicon 
plasma etch processes..." (Honda et al., column 1 , line 61 - column 2, line 3). Honda 
et al. do not teach, "not to use any quaternary ammonium hydroxide compound due to 
these disadvantages" as argued. Furthermore, Honda et al. mention certain 
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disadvantages of using alkaline aqueous solutions on certain environments that are not 
claimed in the invention. Furtherstill, the claimed invention doesn't recite using TMAH 
(tetramethylammonium chloride) and Honda et al. was not used upon such limitation. 

Also, applicants argue, "... Honda also teaches away from the use of 
hydroxylamine in stripping compositions, especially when used under high temperatures 
or in a highly alkaline medium (col. 2, lines 1 1-24)...". In response to this argument, 
Honda et al. teach "...Although hydroxylamine has a potential to enhance the stripability 
and/or the metal corrosion inhibitor, it is not stable upon heating. Therefore, the use of 
hydroxylamine is not recommended, especially when used in a highly alkaline 
medium... Accordingly, hydroxylamine is not suitable for use in stripping of photoresist 
films or cleaning of the post-etch residues at higher temperatures..." (Honda et al., 
column 2, lines 16 - 24). Also, Honda et al. teach, "...the present invention is preferably 
free of hydroxylamine compounds such as hydroxylamine or N,N- 
diethylhydroxylamine..." (Honda et al., column 5, lines 21 -23). Therefore, although 
not taught as a preferred embodiment, Honda et al. teaches this embodiment 
nonetheless, and disclosed examples and preferred embodiments do not constitute a 
teaching away from a broader disclosure or nonpreferred embodiments. In re Susi, 169 
USPQ 423 (CCPA 1 971 ). "A known or obvious composition does not become 
patentable simply because it has been described as somewhat inferior to some other 
product for the same use." In re Gurley, 31 USPQ2d 1 130, 1 132 (Fed. Cir. 1994). A 
reference may be relied upon for all that it would have reasonably suggested to one 
having ordinary skill the art, including nonpreferred embodiments. Merck & Co. v. 
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Biocraft Laboratories, 874 F.2d 804, 10 USPQ2d 1843 (Fed. Cir.), cert, denied, 493 
U.S. 975 (1989). Even a teaching away from a claimed invention does not render the 
invention patentable. See Celeritas Technologies Ltd. v. Rockwell International Corp., 
150 F.3d 1354, 1361, 47 USPQ2d 1516, 1522-23 (Fed. Cir. 1998), where the court held 
that the prior art anticipated the claims even though it taught away from the claimed 
invention. "The fact that a modem with a single carrier data signal is shown to be less 
than optimal does not vitiate the fact that it is disclosed." To further clarify, a prior art 
opinion that a claimed invention is not preferred for a particular limited purpose, does 
not preclude utility of the invention for that or another purpose, or even preferability of 
the invention for another purpose. 

Also, applicants argue, "...one of skill in the art would have no idea how sugar 
and/or sugar alcohol would affect a dielectric material, as recited in amended 
independent claims 1, 32, and 40...". In response to this argument, such recitation has 
not been given patentable weight because the recitation occurs in the preamble. A 
preamble is generally not accorded any patentable weight where it merely recites the 
purpose of a process or the intended use of a structure, and where the body of the 
claim does not depend on the preamble for completeness but, instead, the process 
steps or structural limitations are able to stand alone. See In re Hirao, 535 F.2d 67, 190 
USPQ 15 (CCPA 1976) and Kropa v. Robie, 187 F.2d 150, 152, 88 USPQ 478, 481 
(CCPA1951). 

Conclusion 
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4. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to examiner Julio J. Maldonado whose telephone number 
is (571) 272-1864. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday. 

6. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Olik Chaudhuri, can be reached on (571) 272-1855. The fax number for this 
group is 703-872-9306 for before final submissions, 703-872-9306 for after final 
submissions and the customer service number for group 2800 is (703) 306-3329. 
Updates can be found at http://www.uspto.gov/web/info/2800.htm. 



Julio J. Maldonado 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2823 



Julio J. Maldonado 
July 14, 2004 




George Fours*?/) 
Primary Examiner 



